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DATE: December 10,1997 

To: Steve Tarlton, CDPHE 

Tm Rehder, USEPA Regon Vm 

RE 

Steve and Tim: 

Dwxssion points for DPP meeting of December 11 

We’ve recaved your faxed letter of December 5 regarding the Decommissiomg Program 
Plan. Fmt  of all, thanks for turmng these around so quckly over the holiday. Second, it 
appears to us that we may not be all  that far apart on most of the remamng DPP issues. 
Our thoughts on the issues brought up 111 your letter follow: 
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some spec~c  thoughts that I’ll go mto later. Regarding the other, substanhve porhons of 
these sections, it appears as thought we’re m general agreement. We obwously agree that 
the appropmte level of detail for decommmioning project approval has been m v e d  at 111 
the B123 PAM and the B779 DOP. We also agree that we should jomtly determme the 
types of mformation that should m v e  public review and comment, when such 
dormatton IS meived late m the decommissioning process, after an mhd h i o n  
document has been approved. Further, we believe that these documents ( e s p a l l y  the 
B779 DOP) provide examples of how the consultat~ve process can and should work among 
our organraons when actual propts  are being rewewed and approved. Our pnmary 
concern wth these two sechons of your letter IS the statement: ‘The present lack of general 
procedures/RSOP’s does not reheve DOE of the mponsibihty for preparing specrfic 
detaded p r o c e d ~  for decomrmssiomg prior to the approval of specific actions.” As 
stated m Sectton 2 of your letter, we understand and expect that the -ion documents 
themselves const~tute the basis for approval of proposed mons for contammated 
bddmgs, per B 123 and B779. Our procedures themselves are not subject to approval), 
and we beheve there IS no requkment to develop all pqxt-speclfic procedures pnor to 
subrmttmg decuion documents for public rewew and regulator approval. We do, however, 
agree that “formal and informal consultation and communication will be necessary and, 
mpred [m the pract~cal sense] throughout the project.” 
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efforts, we don’t seem to have been successful m commmcating to you our concern here 
We don’t thmk it’s necessacy or productive to engage in a phdosophcal “what’s regulated 
by RFCA” dscussion in tlus context, as your letter would Imply. We agree that all 
buddmgs wdl follow the path h d  out in RFCA to characterize and confirm whether or not 
there IS sigmficant contammation before deading whether a RECA decision document IS 
needed to bposihon the budding. Where clarity is needed IS at what point in the burldmg 
dlsposihon process we need to submit a RFCA declsion document for r e w w  and 
approval. We have dscussed mtem for determining what actiwtm requite a declsion 
document. We beheve that act~vltm that meet all the followmg cntena requrre declsion 
documents 

(prachcdy, achwhes that mvolve contammated burldmgs or parts thereof), 
1) the act~vity poses a threat of release of hazardous substances to the environment 
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2) the actiwty IS related to the buildmg pper (that is, fixed eqtupment and 

3) the activity IS not 0th- regulated, such as RCRA unit closure, asbestos and 

structural components as opposed to moveable equipment, c o n t a m d  chermcals, 
soluuons in tanks, etc.), and excluding follow-on remediation activities; and, 

PCB removal, UST closures, etc. 
W e  we recogwe that some achvihes that do not meet all these criteria may be included in 
any given d m i o n  document for practicality's sake, we do not believe that we would be 
q m d  to do so. We do want to contmue discussing this general issue wth you, since 
h s  seems to be a conhnumg source of (we beheve, needles) disagreement on the DPP. 

and understand ths  concern on your part We note that, although mortgage reduction 
through closrng or mothballing buildings pnor to decommissioning is contemplated under 
RFCA, there are no specrfic requirements for mothballed buddings. We do not agree that 
because a bddmg is “mothballed” it no longer falls under DOE’S AEAjunsdiction. 
Further, we don’t agree that a “ q u d  “DeactivatiodEnd of -on Turnover Report” 1s 
III fact q d  or the most e x w b o u s  way of getting you infonnahon on mothballed 
bddmgs. We suggest that specfic budding briefs, tours, and informabon contained m the 
Site baselme regardmg ongorng buddmg activities (such as surve&nces) would prowde 
the quested mfonnauon, urlthout having to generate a t i o n a l  reports. We also suggest 
that pl.ocess steps III the DPP, such as p e r f o m g  a recoNlsLissance level charactemahon 
pnor to shuttmg down buddmg infrastructure systems, could help addms this c_oncern. 
We’d hke to dsuss t h ~ ~  item further , 

the foregomg comment. 

/ -- We contmue to &gee that the LRA should have the 
role of malung the final determumon regardmg buddmg type. We suggest that DOE 
transmt the results of the m n  charactermaon Report, along wth a pposed buiIdmg 
determmahon, such that the LRA wdl have an opportunity to review the proposed 
characterrzahon, and be able to dsagxe wth our determinahon w h  a set tuneframe. We 
would propose to send the determmon to the LRA suffhntly in advance of budding 
decommissionrng so as to allow tune for any disagnxments to be worked out. DOE 
beheves that there wdl be very few dsagreements, but is concerned that RFETS and the 
LRA spend ther resources on the buddmgs where the= IS a need to address slgnificant 
contammatron. We also note that rn mtanca where in-building contamination can be 
adequately addressed through a Merent regulatory mechanism (such as RCRA closure 
plans), we may choose that mechamsm mtead of a RFiCA W o n  document. 

deheated above, we beheve that asbestos and PCB’s ate adequately regulated outside of 
RFCA, and that SOP’S approved rn the RFCA context are not q& We axe, of course, 
w d h g  to share our procedures for removal and handhg of these substances wth you, but 
beheve that any defiwncies should be addressed within those respective programs. We 
beheve that our programs for asbestos and PCB’s axe conducted rn accordance with State 
reqmrements, and are adequately regulated pursuant to these requmments. 
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0 ‘( ” - Whde we do not disagree with the general premise of b this secti-th the statement that general, the h o v e r y  of 
rad~olog~c contammatton above freerelease h i t s  m a Type 1 bddmg would cause the 
bwldmg to be reclassrfied as a Type 2 bwldmg,” lfthis statement means that a RFCA 
dmsion document would autommcally need to be prepared, We would hke to drscuss a 



We look forward to meeting with you tomonow. meaSe call me at 966-6246 if you have 
any comments or questions. Thanks. 


